Reliability and validity of 4-point and 6-point scales were assessed using a new model-based approach to fit empirical data. 
Since Likert (1932) introduced the summative rating scale, now known as the Likert-type scale, researchers have attempted to find the number of scale points item response options) that maximize reliability. Findings from these studies are contradictory. Some have claimed that reliability is independent of the number of scale points (Bendig, 1953; Boote, 1981; Brown,Widing,&Coulter, 1991; Komorita, 1963; Matell & Jacoby, 19719 Peabody, 1962;  Remington, Tyrer, Newson-Smith, & Cicchetti, 1979) . Others have maintained that reliability is maximized using 7-point (Cicchetti, Showalter, & Tyrer, 1985; Finn, 1972; Nunnally, 1967; ~arnsay, 1973;  Symonds, 1924) , 5-point (Jenkins & Taber, 1977; Lissitz & Green, 1975; Remmers & Ewart, 1941) , 4-point (Bendig, 1954b) , or 3-point scales (Bendig, 1954a) . Most of these studies investigated internal consistency reliability, except for Boote Komorita & Graham (1965) speculated that additional scale points could sometimes raise reliability by evoking an extreme response set. Acting like halo error, such response set increases item homogeneity which is traditionally estimated as internal consistency reliability (Alliger & Williams, 1992) . Part of the controversy surrounding these findings could be resolved by determining the extent to which scale points add to trait versus systematic error variance due to method.
There are three additional problems with existing reliability studies on the number of scale points. First, none of the studies used a model-fitting approach to determine which scale better fit the data. Simply comparing two reliability coefficients, as all existing studies have done, ignores other measurement considerations. For example, in the studies that found that fewer scale points resulted in higher reliability than more scale points [e.g., three scale points had higher reliability than five scale points (Bendig, 1954a) ; five points had higher reliability than six (Matell & Jacoby, 1971 ) and seven points (McKelvie, 1978) ; and 17 points had higher reliability than 18 points (Matell & Jacoby) ] it could be that the measurement model no longer fit the data obtained by using additional scale options. A second methodological limitation is that almost all of the studies (except Boote, 1981) (Cronbach, 1950; Goldberg, 1981; Nunnally, 1967 (Chang, 1994) were used (see Table  1 people (Chang, 1993 Table 2 Variance-Covariance Matrix (CV is the Criterion Variable; U i -U3 , V 1 -V3 , and C1-C3 are the Items Shown in Table 1 
Goodness-of-Fit Indexes
The goodness-of-fit tests provided by LISREL 7
were used in this study. A value below 2 is considered adequate fit (Bollen, 1989 (Marsh, 1989 (Marsh, , 1993 Widaman, 1985) .
Model Specifications
Nine a priori parameter-nested models representing different conceptions of the 4-point and 6-point scales were tested to determine which model best fit the data. This approach represents the most powerfizl use of structural equation modeling (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; J6reskog, 1971 (Marsh, 1989; Marsh & Hocevar, 1983 Table 3 ). M2b was directly comparable with ~Jf3~, 1~3b, and M3c because they all Validity coefficients in the left matrix were estimated from the 4-point and 6-point scales using MTMM CFA which extracted 3 trait and 2 method factors. Validity coefficients in the trait only matrix were estimated from the 4-and 6-point scales using CFA which extracted 3 trait but no method factors. Reliability coefficients on the diagonals were estimated from the MTMM CFA for the 4-point (left matrix) and 6-point scales.
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In measuring attitude, a person responds to an item in a way that reflects the strength or valence of the item in relation to his/her position with respect to the latent attribute that is being measured (Torgerson, 1958 
